We also  find misplaced Northern1 s specific attacks on Estle's
motivations  for leaving  the mine,     We agree with the judge   (3 FMSHRC at
1337 & n.   2)   that Estle  testified (Tr.  99,   107,  123)   that he had left
the mine partly because of  safety concerns and partly because of his
back problem,   although he mentioned only the back problem when he told
Morgan he was leaving.     As discussed above  (pp.   2-3  &  n.   4 above),
Morgan had  ignored Estle's  safety complaint just  the  night before,   and
we regard as  credible Estle's  explanation   (Tr.   126)   that he did not wish
to pursue a safety complaint any further with Morgan.     Estle's reluctance
is perhaps  even more understandable  in light of Morgan's   immediately
preceding admonition that Estle would be "cutting his  throat" if he left
in support of Dunmire.     Of course,   as the judge and we have found,   and
as Estle himself also explained   (Tr.   123)> Estle had  articulated a
general safety complaint only minutes before leaving.     We deem that
complaint sufficient  indication of his good faith  reason  for leaving.   17/

Reasonable belief

There  is no dispute that before leaving,  Estle and Dunmire did not
personally  examine the work area that was  Che subject  of  their concern.
The judge found that M[i]t   [was]  not necessary to make  such an exami-
nation" where  the miners otherwise possessed a reasonable basis  for
belief  in a danger,     3 FMSHRC at 1336,    Northern urges  us  to  adopt a per
s.e rule  that failure to  examine ordinarily removes  a work refusal  from
the Mine Act's protection.     Br.   22-4.    We do not   regard a per se
approach as appropriate in this  area, but agree  that  the matter of
personal  examination may be relevant to a miner's good  faith,   reasonable
belief,     Vie  think that personal  examination should be one of the many
possible surrounding circumstances  that should be considered on a case-
by-case basis  in evaluating the validity of work refusals.     Certainly,
we decline adopting any approach that would require miners to expose
themselves directly to hazards,   because avoidance of  injury  is the very
reason the right  to refuse work exists.    For purposes of  resolving this
case,  we re-emphasize our rule that a miner's belief must be reasonable,
and hold that miners may rely on such indications of  conditions as
seemingly trustworthy reports from others and earlier conditions in the
mine.

.17/    Since we agree with the judge that Estle was partially motivated by
safety concerns,  we view Estle's additional reliance on his back problem
as  largely 'irrelevant.    Northern Introduced no   evidence  rebutting his
medical excuse,   and nothing about  the right-to  refuse work precludes a
miner  from also  relying on non-safety related reasons   for his actions,
particularly where,  as here,   the miner Is seemingly  threatened with
termination if  he acts on safety related grounds alone.     Finally,
although -Northern does  correctly point out that  at  one point  in cross-
examination Estle testified he left because of  his  "anger"  and "tail-
bone"  (Tr.   126),   the rest of his testimony makes quite clear,   and we
believe,   that his chief reasons for acting were his     safety concerns  and
his back problem.
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